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Today, governments have less money to fund public projects and are trying to solve this 
through Public-Private Partnerships. This paper reviews several case studies for public private 
partnerships such as Via Verde, an affordable housing development in the Bronx, New York and 
the Eagle P3 fast track, a light rail expansion in Denver, Colorado. In order to determine the success 
of the projects, I review the goal of the project as well as the goals of the public and private entities. 
For the Eagle P3 I was able to measure the difference in proposed travel time and actual travel 
time to determine if the system was operating successfully. For the Via Verde I reviewed the 
planned affordable rent prices and matched them with what they are actually going for to see if the 
units were actually affordable to the people in the area. In both cases the results proved to be 
positive. The light rail was running on time with no delays and the units in the Via Verde were 
affordable to the people in the area. I also review the financial structuring of the Eagle P3 to 
determine the burden that is put on to the public sector. The findings suggest that Public-Private 
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Today, governments have less money to fund public projects and are trying to solve this 
through Public-Private Partnerships. The National Council for Public-Private Partnerships, defines 
a Public-Private Partnership as “A contractual arrangement between a public agency (federal, state 
or local) and a private sector entity. Through this agreement, the skills and assets of each sector 
(public and private) are shared in delivering a service or facility for the use of the general public. 
In addition to the sharing of resources, each party shares in the risks and rewards potential in the 
delivery of the service and/or facility.”  
Companies like AIG (American International Group), PwC (PricewaterhouseCoopers) 
Moody’s investment and even the Word Bank all agree that the United States has potentially the 
largest P3 market in the world. This opportunity for profit, attracts private businesses. The 
influence of private markets cannot be looked at as positive or negative but rather just a force.  
What planners need to do is be proactive and prepare for the growth in this market to 
mitigate and at the same time benefit from the situation. The influence of the private market can 
benefit cities and it’s up to Urban Planners to assure that the best long term sustainable deals are 
being forged during this period.  
 With both sectors of the market trying to benefit, I will be researching the benefits 
and controversies of Public Private Partnerships to both the public and private sector.  
I will be using two “success stories”, the Denver’s Eagle P3 Project and the Via Verde housing 
development. Both projects have used Public Private Partnerships as a way to generate both profits 
in the private sector and benefits for the public sector.  
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I will be using both projects to determine how Public Private Partnerships can benefit cities when 
it comes to transportation and affordable housing. I hope this research will help cities when 
brokering a deal with a private entity, taking account of crucial factors that will help produce a 















Literature Review  
The Urban Land Institute has a report titled “Public, Private Partnerships from Principles 
to Practice”, made in 2016 where they define Public Private Partnerships as “a tool to develop 
infrastructure or as a method for public a public body to realize the monetary value of an asset it 
holds that is unnecessary, is underused, or otherwise lacks value in its current form. The public 
partner may be any of a number of governmental entities- municipalities, special districts, counties, 
states, and authorities.”   
 The report analyzes and explains what are potential benefits and limitations of public 
private partnerships. It lists benefits such as, project risk transferred to private partner, greater price 
and schedule certainty, more innovative design and construction techniques, public funds freed up 
for other purposes, quicker access to financing for projects, higher level of maintenance, project 
debt kept off government books. It then lists potential limitations such as, increased financing cost, 
greater possibility for unforeseen challenges, limited governmental flexibility, new risks from 
complex procurement process, fewer bidders. Both these benefits and limitation are something I 
have to take into consideration when analyzing the benefits and limitations of both cases.  
 The report also has a “Risk- Transfer Spectrum in a Turnkey Public Facility.” This 
spectrum separates a distribution of risk from the government agency to the private sector. This 
distribution of risk makes it easier to separate responsibilities between the two sectors by 
determining who is better equipped at taking on the risk. For example, the D/B/O/M/F (design, 
build, operate, maintain and finance) contract that the Eagle P3 operates as, would fall completely 
on one end of the risk spectrum, placing all the risk on the private entity. This is mainly because 
the private entity in the Eagle P3 isn’t one organization but rather a consortium of private entity 
that distribute the risks between each other. A similar distribution of risk exists with the Via Verde 
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project, with the private entities in charge of everything. The main difference is that a large part of 
the financing of the Via Verde was from the government because it was an affordable housing 
development.  
The Leland Consulting Group, a private entity that defines themselves as “urban 
strategists” have been used by many organizations for consulting on how to create a successful 
public private partnership when it comes to real estate and planning. The organization put together 
a report titled, “Principles of Public-Private Partnerships for Real Estate and Economic 
Development”. The report details, when a PPP should take place and what is desired on the side 
of the Public sector and the Private sector. The report breaks down the typical deal process into 
four parts, the RFQ, where you find your partner, the MOU, where you establish the deal outline, 
the DDA, where you create the plan and hammer out the details and lastly the ongoing management 
agreements for the long term.   
The report used a number of case studies, showed the issues the project had as well as some 
of the positives from the project. What the report does not do is point out solutions for those issues. 
The project does however do a good job in detailing the deal structure of every case study.  
The Brookings Institute put together a report titled “Private Capital, Public Good: Divers 
of Successful Infrastructure Public- Private Partnerships”. The report does a good job at explaining 
the need for a sound legal structure at the state level before engaging in Public Private Partnerships. 
The report at entire chapter titled “Prioritize projects based on quantifiable public goals” it explains 
that “not every infrastructure project is suitable for a PPP, so it is essential for policymakers to 
base their procurement decisions on economic and financial analysis that captures the social, 
environmental, and fiscal impacts of the deal”.  The report goes into detail explaining when a 
portion of a project should in the public or private sector. It makes it very clear that when it comes 
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to “Identify Infrastructure Need and Proposed Solution” this should be done only by the public 
sector. At no point should a private entity approach a public entity with an issue and on an 
infrastructure and propose a solution. The next steps include “Project Design, Project Financing 
and Construction”, this is almost always said to be left to the private sector. The last two sections 
that the Brookings Institute lays out is the “Operations/ Maintenance and the Ownership”, and 
while the Operations and Maintenance is rarely left with the private sector, the ownership is never 
left with the private sector. This is an important detail that should be remembered. At no point 
should a private entity ever have the option of ownership. 
The report later breaks down risk sharing and what parts of the project should be left with 
the public and private sector. It states that regulatory, legislative, government default, political and 
act of god are all risks that should be taken on by the public sector. It then lists planning and design, 
permits and approvals, construction, occupational/workforce, operation/maintenance, 
financial/market and private sector default all as risks that should be taken on by the private sector.   
This separation of risk and responsibility is a topic that many organizations like the Brookings 
Institute touch upon when it comes to research regarding Public Private Partnerships. This is 
because the separation of responsibility is what can make or break a project. This is also what 
many organizations feel is why PPPs shouldn’t exist. It takes away responsibility from the private 
sector and makes it easier for them to make profits.  
 A report by the Public Services International Research Unit at the University of 
Greenwich, UK published a report on why PPP’s aren’t good. “If you’re a good public sector, you 
shouldn’t need PPPs. If you’re bad, you shouldn’t go near them.” (Interviewee quoted in Robert 
Bain, ‘Review of Lessons from Completed PPP Projects Financed by the EIB,’ May 2009). This 
report along with others, focuses on an issue of morality and corruption, stating that it would be 
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cheaper in the long run if everything was carried out by the government. Even if it is true, the fact 
of the matter is that many cities aren’t wealthy enough to finance all the projects that it needs. 
Research showing positive impacts on both sides exists and is more quantifiable than the 
opinionated and loosely structured analysis of why governments should not partake in PPP’s at all. 
Still the doubt exists, and more research is needed to understand how to produce a successful 
Public Private Partnership.  
The World Bank explains a list of benefits by using Public Private Partnerships. The World 
Bank explains that since the fiscal crisis of 2008, more governments have investigated PPPs. 
This is due to financial constraints on public resources. Below is a list of benefits the World 
Bank has listed as benefits of Public Private Partnerships.  
• Exploring PPPs as a way of introducing private sector technology and innovation in 
providing better public services through improved operational efficiency 
• Incentivizing the private sector to deliver projects on time and within budget 
• Imposing budgetary certainty by setting present and the future costs of infrastructure 
projects over time 
• Utilizing PPPs as a way of developing local private sector capabilities through joint 
ventures with large international firms, as well as sub-contracting opportunities for local 
firms in areas such as civil works, electrical works, facilities management, security 
services, cleaning services, maintenance services 
• Using PPPs as a way of gradually exposing state owned enterprises and government to 
increasing levels of private sector participation (especially foreign) and structuring PPPs 
in a way to ensure transfer of skills leading to national champions that can run their own 
15 
 
operations professionally and eventually export their competencies by bidding for projects/ 
joint ventures 
• Creating persification in the economy by making the country more competitive in terms of 
its facilitating infrastructure base as well as giving a boost to its business and industry 
associated with infrastructure development (such as construction, equipment, support 
services) 
• Supplementing limited public sector capacities to meet the growing demand for 
infrastructure development 
• Extracting long-term value-for-money through appropriate risk transfer to the private 















 When conducting research design, I found it to be important to take account of what experts 
say as well as what the regular people that are using the facilities believe. To accomplish this, I 
conducted interviews with experts in the field and the public that was willing to answer my 
questions. For experts I wanted to look for experts that were working in the organizations. I was 
able to get in contact with Barbara McManus, the Executive Manager of the RTD Board Office. 
From there I was able to get in contact with a Scott Read, who oversees RTD’s public relations. 
After a few phone calls with Scott, he was able to connect me with Douglas Macleod, the 
comptroller for RTD, he was able to answer all my questions. For the Eagle P3 project I was also 
able to asses the system by riding the systems that were operating.  I took account of departure and 
arrival times and compared them to scheduled departure and arrival time to measure accuracy of 
the system. This allowed determine if the system was operating as planned and by extent 
successfully.  
 As for the public, I was able to speak to several riders on the two completed lines of the 
Eagle P3 project. I was able to use their information to gauge the public’s opinion on if the system 
is working. Aside from the previous detailed research, another main part of my research consisted 
of existing work. Reports and analysis from both the private and public sector.  
 
Via Verde 
 For Via Verde I was able to get in contact with Angela M. Howard, she is the Managing 
Director – Cultural, Health, and Education Practice Group at Jonathan Rose Companies. She was 
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able to answer most of my questions. The reset of my research consisted of examples of other 
successful affordable housing public private partnerships as well as the city’s efforts to produce 
more affordable housing through public private partnerships. 
 Most of the information is coming from city agencies such as the Department of Housing 
and Preservation, New York City Housing Authority as well as the Department of Finance. Other 
sources include research groups such as Novogradac and Company, a certified public accountant 
group that awards successful affordable housing developments.  
Methodology  
 The question that needed to be answered is if Public Private Partnerships are beneficial for 
public agencies. In order to determine this I performed an analysis of two major public private 
partnerships. The analysis consisted of first determining the objective of the project. This is done 
by reviewing the expected accomplishments and learning what are indicators of achievements to 
reach the expected outcomes. Since the work that is being performed is with the public sector, it 
is important to have quality management as well since the goal of the public sector is not the 
bottom line but instead, serving the people. In order to determine quality management, I reviewed 
how the goals of the public private partnership align with the goals of the public organization. This 
is done by reviewing project and program structure as well as involved stakeholders.  
 To determine progress of an organization I will be reviewing the budget and cash flows as 





Why Light Rail?  
The history of Light Rail extends over a extended period of time, with debates on titles and 
labels of what is considered to be Light Rail. The light rail is under the transit service known as 
Tram. It is also referred to as “fast tram”. Some date the light rail back to the times of mines and 
quarries, according to Micharil Taplin, the Vice President and Past Chairman of the Light Rail 
Transit Association, the first street tramway in a city was the New York and Harlem line of 1832. 
(M. Taplin). “The first electric vehicles were battery powered, but it was the development of a 
practicable dynamo by Werner von Siemens, demonstrated in Berlin in 1879, which provided the 
way ahead for electric traction by generating power at a faced point and supplying it to a line by 
conducting rail overhead wire. Siemens and Halske opened the first electric tramway to provide 
public service in Berlin in 1881, using current at 180 volts fed through the running’s rails” (M. 
Taplin). Soon after, light rail began expanding to cities around the world.  
The public 
normally reacts 
more positively to 
light rail than it 
does to the 
alternative rapid 
bus transit or RBT.  
Figure 1: Hensher and Mulley Findings 
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Images from the Hensher and Mulley study 
It is important to remember 
that two things are essential when 
it comes to developing new public 
transit. One is that it most be 
affordable to implement because it 
is most likely not making much of 
a return if any, secondly is that the 
public must approve. These two 
tend to conflict, many times the 
public has stigmas towards modes 
of public transportation such as 
buses. The public tends to prefer 
trams, trains and other forms of 
transit that has dedicated lanes, 
routes and tracks compared to buses.  A study performed by Hensher and Mulley in 2015 showed 
a group of people the two photos below, to try and determine what people preferred in different 
cities. The findings show that Light Rail Modern image is the most preferred. Old light rail is still 
more preferred compared to modern BRT. 
Although Light Rail is prefered by the public it doesn’t nesseesaraly mean that it is the best 
option. Much research has been debated on both endss, some clear facts are that Light Rail will 
always be more expensive to implemetn and rapid bus transit will alwsys be easier to change or 
Figure 2: Light Rail Modern  
Figure 3: BRT Modern 
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modify. At the same time Light Rail shows more of a long term dedication and promise to the 
people by making a large investment on transit, this Is why is    useusally gains more voter support.  
Light wail has also shown to have a lot more reliability for riders. The ability to keep precise track 
of train scheduales and knowing arrival times makes travel a lot more enjoyable and reliable.   
“Light rail is not a rigid concept, but a flexible mode that fits between the bus and the heavy 
metro or conventional railway, and can behave like either of them as well. In comparison with a 
system of buses on city streets, it is more expensive to construct, but may be cheaper to operate 
for a given capacity, will have lower whole-life costs, a higher commercial speed, reduce pollution, 
and be more successful in attracting motorists to public transport. In comparison with a metro or 
urban railway, light rail will be cheaper to build and operate, but operate at a lower commercial 
speed. However it will maintain a visible presence of surface public transport, offer better 










Affordable Housing  
Today New York City is in desperate need of affordable housing. The history of affordable 
housing in New York City begins with the Private Sector. Tenements were breading grounds for 
disease. The close and unsafe living conditions became a public health issue once the diseases 
started spreading uptown to wealthier homes. To combat this spread of disease, philanthropists 
developed low-cost housing. This was not enough to develop the housing that was needed, the 
government needed to step in. “As early as the 1910’s, however, New York housing reformers 
began to comprehend that only government subsidies could make the kinds of dramatic changes 
they believed were necessary. Under the influence of the “housers,” and after much debate, in 1926 
Governor Alfred E. Smith passed the nation’s first program of financial support for below-market 
urban housing. So began a rich tradition in New York that constitutes today. In the 1930s and 
1940s New Yorker’s progressive U.S. senator Robert F. Wagner led the national fight for federal 
aid for public housing in the 1950s and 1960s New York labor leader Abraham Kazan lobbied for 
support for low-cost cooperatives, such as Co-op City. In the 1970s and 1980s New York planners 
and neighborhood activists pioneered new forms of public-private partnerships, resulting in such 
innovations as Charlotte Gardens and Nehemiah Houses.” (M. Lasner) Over time, the “housers” 
have pushed for more forms of low in come assistance, eventually leading to the creation of the 
New York City Housing Authority or NYCHA.  
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Affordable housing has become such a big issue in New York City, that it is almost always 
a part of the Mayor’s agenda. Over the years we have seen three majors put out some of the biggest 
affordable housing developments in history. The three major plans that I will be describing also 
help us understand the logical trail to affordable housing today through Public Private Partnerships. 
Mayor Ed Koch wanted to use billions of tax dollars to rehabilitate over 200,000 units. The 
Mayor’s predecessor, Mayor Abraham Beame was pushing for a “planned shrinkage” approach, 
where the city would cut losses and pull out. Mayor Koch wanted to do the exact opposite. He 
wanted to invest large amounts of public money to rebuild those neighborhoods and try to save 
what was left. Unfortunately, the city never received the federal funding it needed and the plan 
was never fully developed as Mayor Koch hoped. The heavy reliance on public money made it too 
expensive and unaffordable.     
The second attempt by a 
Mayor to generating more housing 
in New York City that I will be 
discussing is Mayor Bloomberg. 
Mayor Bloomberg was in power for 
a total of twelve years, from 2002 
through 2013. He was known for 
being a billionaire and favoring 
private sector. As a result of his 
belief in the private sector, he 
rezoned a large amount of the city to push for more residential development. His plan for 
affordable housing tries to incentivize developers to produce affordable housing.  
Figure 4: Bloomberg Re-Zoning 
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The third and final Mayor’s plan to develop affordable housing is Mayor Bill De Blasio. 
Since the beginning of his campaign he has pushed for the development of affordable housing. In 
order to accomplish this he has created many more incentives for developers to build more 
affordable housing as well as MIH (Mandatory Inclusionary Housing). Unlike Mayor Bloomberg 
who only incentivized affordable housing through his inclusionary housing plan, Mayor Bill De 
Blasio is making it mandatory for particular parts around the city.  
The program includes four options that may apply to particular areas. City Council will be 
in charge of applying which options go where. Option one is “A 25 percent set aside at an average 
of 60 percent AMI, with a minimum of 10 percent at 40 percent AMI”, Option 2 is “A 30 percent 
set aside at an average of 80 percent AMI” (DCP). Then two additional options exist, a Deep 
Affordability Option, where “A 20 percent set aside at an average of 40 percent AMI” and a 
Workforce Option, where “A 30 percent set aside at an average of 115 percent AMI, with a 
minimum of 5 percent at 70 percent AMI and 5 percent at 90 percent AMI.” (DCP) The 
Department of City Planning states that “Options 1 and/or 2 will be available in every MIH Area. 
The Deep Affordability and Workforce options may also be made available, except that the 
Workforce Option is inapplicable in Manhattan Community Districts 1 through 8” (DCP) 
To review the past three plans, Mayor Ed Koch focuses only on using public money. Mayor 
Bloomberg relies almost entierly on the private sector, this does generate a lot of housing in the 
city but most of it is luxury and extremely expensive. The affordable housing that is developed is 
usually in areas far away from the private development and do not help the residence of the 
neighborhood that is facing this change.  The final plan by Mayor Bill De Blasio generates 
affordable housing by accessing the private sector but regulating and controlling it through the 
public sector. The administration has also pushed for many incentives for affordable housing as 
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well as many public private partnerships to develop more affordable housing that I will show later 
in this paper. The Mayor’s office has stated, “Mayor Bill de Blasio today announced that his 
administration is now on track to build and protect 200,000 affordable homes by 2022, two years 
ahead of schedule. With the addition of new tools, programs and funding, the City will ramp up to 
securing 25,000 affordable apartments annually by 2021 and beyond—a pace it has never before 
reached. With that machinery in place, the City is taking on a new goal: 300,000 such apartments 
by 2026, enough for the entire population of Boston or Seattle.” (NYC) This bridge between the 
public and private sector might not always be defined as a Public Private Partnership. Still it does 
revel the ability to produce affordable housing through the interaction of the public and private 
sector.   
Right now, in New York City, a stigma exists around public housing. This has to do with 
a long history of stigmatization of affordable housing and the people who live in it. This can be 
dated back to the political campaign of Ronald Reagan. The former president was giving a speech 
regarding the state of the country’s welfare system and told a story about a woman who was 
cheating the welfare system. He states, “In Chicago, they found a woman who holds the record,” 
the former California governor declared at a campaign rally in January 1976. “She used 80 names, 
30 addresses, 15 telephone numbers to collect food stamps, Social Security, veterans’ benefits for 
four nonexistent deceased veteran husbands, as well as welfare. Her tax-free cash income alone 
has been running $150,000 a year.” (R. Reagan) In reality this never existed, “four decades later, 
Reagan’s soliloquies on welfare fraud are often remembered as shameless demagoguery. Many 
accounts report that Reagan coined the term “welfare queen,” and that this woman in Chicago was 
a fictional character. In 2007, the New York Times’ Paul Krugman wrote that “the bogus story of 
the Cadillac-driving welfare queen [was] a gross exaggeration of a minor case of welfare fraud.” 
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MSNBC’s Chris Matthews says the whole thing is racist malarkey—a coded reference to black 
indolence and criminality designed to appeal to working-class whites.” (J Levin)  
  This is not to say that public housing cannot work or will always be stigmatized but instead 
it is important to remember the past and review history carefully so that we have a clear 
understanding of what happened.  It is also important to review examples of public and affordable 
housing that have worked and try to apply to derive positive aspects that helped the projects come 
to fruition.   
 When private development is tasked with generating affordable housing, they have often 
left the worst units for the affordable housing tenants. Many times, grouping the apartments in one 
section of the building usually on the lower floors and often with a separate entrance. This has 
come to be known as the “poor door”.  Fortunately, in New York City, Mayor Bill De Blasio has 
removed that from any development that is benefiting from 421A, and any building in New York 
City that is building from the ground up will want to take advantage of that tax program. New 
mixed income buildings are being built without poor doors and the city is doing a better job at 
regulating new developments.  
Different Tools 
Today, NYCHA is the largest land lord in the city and the largest public housing authority 
in the United States. Still it is “$762 million in debt, of an annual operating budget deficit projected 
to bloat to $400 million by 2019 and of some $16 billion in back repairs.”   (W. Bredderman)  
Other cities have had similar experiences with public housing projects and have led to demolish 
and sell the land. Hopefully, New York City doesn’t have to follow the same path as other cities. 
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The city needs more affordable housing options and it is looking into different methods of 
maintaining its current options affordable. One of the options is through PPPs. NYCHA is looking 
into ways of utilizing Public Private Partnerships to benefit the public sector and minimal cost. 
An example of 
this would be a 2015 
meeting the New York 
City Council Committee 
on Public Housing had to 
discuss the sale by 
NYCHA to developers of 
“50 percent ownership 
stake in six project-based 
Section 8 sites, comprising 10 buildings and 874 units located in the Bronx, Manhattan and 
Brooklyn. The sale, which places the properties in the hands of the newly-formed Triborough 
Preservation Partners, a public-private partnership between NYCHA and private developers L+M 
Development Partners Inc. and BFC Partners, was carried out as a means of opening a variety of 
funding streams to address the Section 8 facilities’ decrepit condition they are estimated to require 
some $113 million in maintenance and repair over the next 15 year in the absence of federal dollars, 
which mostly dried up in the 1990s.” (C. Pomorksi)  
The partnership has been nominated the “2018 Novogradac Journal of Tax Credits 
Developments of Distinction Awards.” The award category was for, Metropolitan Community 
Impact. The final project was between NYCHA with fifty percent of ownership, L+M 
Development Partners at twenty five percent ownership, and the Preservation Development 
Figure 5: Triborough Preservation partners 
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Partners (affiliate of BFC Partners) with another twenty-five percent ownership.  The total number 
of units were 875, with 785 LIHTC units. The total number of square footage was one 1,307,781 
and rentable square footage of 1,020,000. The Gross per square foot cost was $355.56. As for the 
financing, it breaks down into six categories. The chart below shows the breakdown for the 
financing. 
Triborough Preservation Partners LLC – Financing  
Total Annual Allocation of Federal LIHTCs 
Awarded: 
$12,629,915 
Additional Federal Funds: HDC Tax-Exempt bonds ($235 million) 
LIHTC Equity Invested  $150,000,000 
Total Development Costs $465,000,000 
Qualified Basis $245,600,000 
Eligible Basis  $329,000,000 
 
The project covered the six properties listed below. 
 
▪ Bronxchester Houses, located at 510-522 E 156th St, Bronx 
▪ Saratoga Square, located at 930, 940, 950 Halsey Street and 51, 55 Saratoga Avenue in 
Brooklyn 
▪ Campos Plaza 1, located at 631,635, 637 E 13th Street and 205, 207, 211 Avenue C in 
Manhattan 
▪ Milbank-Frawley, located at 4-20 E 117th Street and 1772-1780 Madison Avenue in 
Manhattan 
▪ East 120th Street, located at 438, 444 East 120th Street in Manhattan, and 
▪ East 4th Street, located at 277 East 4th Street and 279 East 4th Street in Manhattan 
 
Novogradac and Company LLP, the organization that is giving the award listed a description 
of the Tribirough Preservation Partners cost stating, “hard construction cost of around $80,000 per 
unit, the rehabilitation regime was significantly greater than other large-scale preservation jobs of 
similar scopes. In addition to addressing all obvious needs, the development team sought to invest 
in design elements that would transform the buildings and create a living environment that 
residents would be proud to call home, including: new attractive and distinctive building facades, 
new lobbies and entrances, new flooring in all common areas, laundry rooms, new hallways, 
painting and the installation of modern LED lighting throughout.  
28 
 
Due to decades of deferred maintenance, major improvements to building systems, including 
new windows, heat and hot water boilers, pumps, elevators, and roofs, were necessary to extend 
the useful life of the properties and improve quality of life for residents. Across the portfolio, every 
kitchen and bathroom were painted and outfitted with new cabinets, fixtures, floors and vanities. 
Air conditioning systems were replaced by brand new PTAC units, which provide more efficient 
and higher-quality heat and air conditioning. All of the buildings were redesigned to meet 
NYSERDA standards, which required decreasing utility usage by over 15 percent, thereby 
lessening each building’s carbon footprint. In addition, 32 NYCHA residents were hired for 
construction jobs and 50 percent of the permanent on-site jobs from managers to maintenance staff, 
went to NYCHA residents.” (Novogradac and Company LLP). Some of the work that was 
provided included a senior center at Saratoga Square. The developers also included a new 5,000 
square foot community center that was previously being used for storage. The community center 
now provides a space for after school, senior and workforce development programs. At Campos 
Plaza the developers also implemented a large community room and retail space. The 
developments also implemented parks that were desperately needed as well as planting and 
implanting benches and places of play. The developments included water features, community 
gardens walking paths and at one property a new basketball court with stadium seating. A side 
from the aesthetic, another major concern was for may residents was security. To solve this, the 
developers included new camera, upgraded surveillance systems, controlled access for entry/exit 
points and courtyards that were established for the first time. Developers also included additional 
lighting and on-site security personal was increased (Novogradac and Company LLP).  
 The attention to detail and care that the private sector has provided is noticed in the results 
from their work. Not only are the upgrades and changes positive for the physical property but it is 
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also helping the individuals that live in the buildings themselves. Of course, when comparing the 
pubic and private sector it is important to remember the different goals of both. The private sector 
does not need to jump through so many hoops as the public sector. This is for multiple reasons and 
it has its benefits. The public sector shouldn’t be spending tax payer money so quickly and easily. 
The government pushes for the assistance of affordable housing development in several 
ways. Tax abatements and cuts can help ease the cost for developers to build affordable housing. 
One of the biggest tax credits is the, Low-income housing tax credit, more commonly known as 
LIHTC, a dollar for dollar tax credit. Typically, an affordable housing developer would find a 
property that they want to develop into affordable housing. The developer would have to go to the 
Internal Revue Service and apply. The Internal Revue Service or IRS, would then determine if the 
project can qualify, if the project qualifies, they will then be granted a tax credits. If an affordable 
housing developer files as a 501c3, meaning a not-for profit organization, they can’t use the tax 
credit. Typically, affordable housing developers will file under 501c3 and then bring the tax credit 
to a bank or organization that can use it. Many times, banks will buy the tax credits at a lower 
price, give the developer cash and the developer can then detect a portion of their taxes every year 
for the following ten years. The bank or organization can also be affiliated with the project. For 
banks, this can be a major boost for their CRA (community reinvestment act) rating. The developer 
can now use the capital to develop the affordable housing. The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
is a large tool in New York City affordable housing developments. Many other forms of affordable 
housing exist, most are in the forms of tax credits, including ELLA (Extremely Low Low-Income 
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Affordable) and SARA 
(Senior Affordable Rental 
Apartments) in New York 
City and countless others 
throughout the country. 
LIHTC is just one of the 
many ways that the 
government can push for 
affordable housing. The 
argument off if it should be 
considered a public private 
partnership is debatable. At 
its core, the public sector is 
incentivizing and assisting 
the private sector to accomplish a goal that many believe should be under the public sector, that is 
“affordable housing.” The other side is the group that does not believe that the government should 
be taking care of the population’s housing or doesn’t think that housing should be a concern of the 
government. 
  It is accurate to state that public housing is a form of affordable housing. When it 
comes to affordable hosing in New York City, the largest landlord is NYCHA. Today NYCHA is 
facing backlash from the residence for inadequate maintenance in NYCHA properties. Residence 
have began to rally and protest for better quality housing. One of the differences between 
affordable housing provided by the city and affordable housing provided by a private developer is 
Figure 6: LIHTC Info 
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that it’s much more difficult to stop or change anything that is being conducted by the city. This 
again has to do with bureaucracy and the need to be able to hold people and money accountable. 
At the same time when it comes to housing there are many issues that can not wait for bureaucracy, 
many individuals that are living without heat or hot water or in dangerous conditions that can 
poison the residence. The New Yorkers that are living in public housing today are facing problems 
that many other individuals who have lived in public housing have also faced. Countless cities 
across the country have tried to provide public housing and have failed. Chicago and St. Louis are 
some of the biggest examples. The cases of Pruitt-Igoe in St. Louis, a development that was in the 
spotlight as a prime example of public housing and demolished thirty years later because it was 
beyond repair and the Robert Taylor Homes in Chicago’s south side that were also demolished 
after an inability by the city to maintain the property.   
RAD (Rental Assistance Demonstration) 
 Today NYCHA is the largest land lord of public housing in the country. The organization 
is in need of funding and is looking into creative ways to solve the problem. One is through Public 
Private Partnerships. NYCHA is created a new tool called RAD, which stands for Rental 
Assistance Demonstration. When this first came to light many people believed that NYCHA was 
selling properties to private developers. In order to be perfectly clear, the New York City Housing 
Authority provided a fact check to clear up the top five myths about RAD. On the top of the list 
was the issue about NYCHA selling public housing through RAD, in response NYCHA stated that 
it will not be selling its buildings or its land through RAD. NYCHA will instead be partners with 
developers through a long-term lease. Through the partnership, additional dungin in the form of 
debt and equity can be leveraged to make vital improvements to units that would otherwise 
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continue to all into disrepair. The second myth was that RAD is privatization. NYCHA cleared 
this by stating that RAD enables public housing authorities to create public-private partnerships, 
not privatize. Also that NYCHA will continue to own the land and have a role in all major decision-
making and the oversight. Federal funding will support operation and maintenance of apartments, 
but the funding source will shift from the Public Housing Program to a special Housing Choice 
Voucher (Section 8) program. The next major issue was that residents won’t be able to afford their 
apartments after upgrades and the RAD conversions. NYCHA responded stating that residents will 
continue to pay 30 percent of their adjusted income toward rent. A smaller number of residents 
currently pay a flat rent that is less than 30 percent of their adjusted income. In these cases, if under 
no circumstances will a resident’s rent be more than 30 percent of their adjusted income. The 
fourth concern was that the residents will lose due process, eviction, succession, rent and 
organizing protection through RAD. NYCHA stated that public housing tenants in New York City 
enjoy the strongest eviction protections in the nation and RAD will not change that. Any RAD 
partner selected must comply with NYCHA’s grievance procedures for its public housing 
residents. This means no resident can be evicted with proved cause. Residents will continue to 
have the same succession opportunities under the RAD program, also that rents cannot exceed 30 
percent of the householders income and residents will also have the right to establish and operate 
a resident organization, and NYCHA’s new partner will be responsible for tenant participation 
funding for resident education, organizing etc. around tenancy issues. The final issue that NYCHA 
cleared up was that RAD will force residents out of their apartments. NYCHA responded by stating 
that it is utilizing the RAD program to keep residents in their homes. All residents at affected 
developments automatically qualify for the RAD program— they are ‘grandfathered’ in—and 
there is no tenant rescreening as part of the transition process. RAD will help residents by enabling 
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buildings and apartments to receive upgrades and major repairs to prevent conditions from further 
deteriorating. Currently, NYCHA estimates the 24 buildings and nearly 1,400 apartments at Ocean 
Bay Apartments (Bayside) need about $174 million in major improvements over the next 20 years, 
such as kitchen and bathroom modernizations, roof replacements, boiler replacements and safety 
upgrades. While apartment modernizations and rehabilitations may require the residents to 
temporarily relocate during the course of repairs, every resident is ensured the right to return and 
no resident will be asked to permanently relocate. (NYCHA)  
 NYCHA is diving more and more into the realm of Public Private Partnerships in order to 
provide affordable housing in New York City. It is also partnering with the New York City 
Department of Housing Preservation and Development to create a new type of mixed income 
housing. On March 1, 2018, it released an RFP (request for proposal) for a project called “Nextgen 
Neighborhoods: La Guardia Homes”. The deadline for proposals is due June 1, 2018 and the city 
wants the private sector to take care of quite a bit in this project. NYCHA will continue to own the 
land and manage and operate La Guardia. The selected development team will build and operate 
the new building. The project will dedicate 50 percent of its units to families earing no more than 
60 percent of AMI. The remaining units will be targeted to market rate tenants. During the 
construction, the selected development team will begin the marketing of the units and publicize 
the application requirements. The building will include a 25 percent NYCHA preference for the 
new affordable units. NYCHA states that “The Project is the result of an extensive planning and 
engagement process with NYCHA residents that began in April 2017 and that will continue 
through developer selection, pre-development, construction and leasing. The Project as described 
throughout this document reflects the community needs and neighborhood goals NYCHA heard 
repeatedly in community outreach and canvassing, community visioning workshops, and NYCHA 
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resident engagement meetings”(NYCHA) The RFP lays out the developers obligations and 
regulations as well as the financing and underwriting information and conditions. The RFP finally 
will be weighted basted on twenty percent in the following categories: Financial Return to 
NYCHA, Financial Feasibility to Development Proposal, Quality of Building and Urban Design, 
Program and Development Experience, Management, and Capacity. After reviewing the RFP, I 
noticed some alarming details. The first is how the AMI (Average Median Income) is defined. The 
RFP states , “Area Median Income shall mean the median income levels as modified by household 
size for the New York metropolitan statistical area as determined by the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD.) For 2017, 100% of the AMI is $95,400 for a family of four, and 
$66,800 for an individual, in the New York City Metropolitan Statistical Area.(NYCHA) ” It later 
states under program requirements, “Rents for the affordable units shall be affordable to 
households earning a maximum of sixty percent (60%) of AMI and below.” (NYCHA) The 
program requirements do not mandate that a percentage must be at a lower AMI. It means that a 
individuals under sixty percent AMI might not even be considered. The developer has the option 
to make every unit a sixty percent AMI unit instead of in tiers, so a portion would be forty and 
another portion would be fifty. The maximum income for these tenants must be a total household 
income of $57,240. The issue is that La Guardia Houses are located on Census Tract six, that has 
an AMI of around $55,000. This means that the average median income at one hundred percent 
for an individual living in this area is already below the sixty percent barrier that they have placed. 
The true sixty percent average median income for individuals in that area is closer to approximately 





 Aside from rentals, New York City has attempted to provide housing opportunities for low 
income individuals that want to buy homes as well. The Housing Development Fund Corporation 
has funded a number of projects to assist the affordable housing in New York City. In recent years 
they are undergoing changes to the system.  
 HDFC CO-Ops stands for, Housing Development Fund Corporation Cooperatives. It was 
developed in the late seventies to preserve buildings from being demolished as well as to provide 
affordable housing for low income individuals in New York City.  Today the program is managed 
by NYCHPD (New York City Housing Preservation and Development). The organization states, 
“all HDFC cooperatives are incorporated under Article XI of the Private Housing Finance Law 
(“Article XI”) and must comply with its requirements. Every HDFC cooperative is also bound by 
its governing corporate documents (particularly its certificate of incorporation and by-laws) and 
any agreements binding the HDFC and/or the property that it owns (including, among other things, 
the deed by which the HDFC acquired the property and any applicable regulatory agreement or 
mortgage).”  
 To first understand how HDFC was implemented, its important to look at Article XI of the 
Private Housing Finance Law of New York State. The article is titled “Housing Development Fund 
Companies” and it is what gives the city of New York the ability to create the corporation known 
as HDFC “Housing Development Fund Corporation”. In section 576-a of Article XI, the state lays 




“1. Real property may be acquired by a municipality for a housing development fund company 
by gift, grant, devise, purchase, condemnation pursuant to the provisions of article nine of this 
chapter, or otherwise. 
2. Notwithstanding any other provision of general, special or local law, charter or ordinance, a 
municipality may sell, lease or otherwise dispose of real property to a housing development fund 
company without public auction or sealed bids, provided that notice of such sale, lease or other 
disposition is published and a hearing is held before the local legislative body not less than ten 
days after such publication. 
3. In any case where a municipality shall acquire real property for or convey real property to a 
housing development fund company under the provisions of this section, the deed or lease of the 
property to the housing development fund company shall contain appropriate provisions restricting 
the disposition of the property by the housing development fund company, through provisions for 
a reversion of the property conditioned on its continued use for purposes of housing, provisions 
requiring the approval of the municipality to any sale, transfer, exchange, assignment or lease, or 
otherwise.” 
 This law is what gives the City of New York, the ability to create something like HDFC 
Co-ops. The second part co-ops, is a form of homeownership that is almost exclusive to New York 
City. Although cooperative housing has a complicated past and not everyone agrees on when the 
first co-op was created, many date it back to a group of factory workers in Rochdale, England in 
the early days of the Industrial Revolution in 1840’s. Regardless, the purpose of a co-op was 
originally to provide more affordable housing. A group work together to combine assets to acquire 
land and build housing. Today, coops make up 75 percent of New York City’s housing market. 
The system works differently from a normal condo unit or house. An individual never actually 
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owns the property, instead they own shares of a cooperative. Similar to stocks in a company. The 
buyer who wants to live in the cooperative will buy shares from a seller. The seller will have to 
then seek the approval of the coop board. The coop board sets the rules for who is allowed to live 
in the building and has the final say when it comes to the sale of the shares.   
 HDFC CO-Ops work as a co-op but with an additional set of rules. All HDFC’s must follow 
six rules. The first is the Maximum Income rule. “Article XI requires HDFC cooperatives to 
provide housing for persons and families of low income. Under the Private Housing Finance Law, 
this means persons and families whose household income does not exceed 165% of area median 
income (“AMI”). Anyone purchasing shares in an HDFC cooperative must meet this requirement. 
AMI is calculated by the federal government on an annual basis, based on household size.” In 
addition, some HDFC’s have a agreements that do not allow income to surpass 120% AMI.  
The second rule is the “Maximum Sales Price”, officially, the law cannot restrict 
individuals from selling a unit at a given price. At the same time the rule states “Sales prices should 
be affordable for a family that fits the income restrictions of your building. Prices should be low 
enough such that a purchasing household would not spend more than 30% of its income on housing 
costs, which include mortgage payments, maintenance payments, and other potential costs.” This 
allows individuals to sell at any price they want buy at the same time limited to the income of the 
individuals who are purchasing. This, along with the previous rule that limits the income of the 
purchasers is a way to keep things affordable.  
The third rule is “Renting and Subletting”. The law states, “Almost all HDFC cooperatives 
have certificates of incorporation that require owner-occupancy, and Article XI states that such 
corporations must be operated for the benefit of resident shareholders. While original non-
purchasing tenants may have been allowed to stay on as renters when the cooperative was first 
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created, and some HDFC cooperatives have rented vacant apartments to tenants, all apartments 
which are or become vacant must be sold to income-eligible purchasers who have stated their 
intention to owner occupy. An HDFC should never rent a vacant apartment unless it is the 
superintendent’s unit. Almost all HDFC cooperatives limit subletting. Although short-term 
subletting with Board permission is acceptable where the shareholder intends to return to the 
apartment, long-term sublets are not permissible. Generally, subletting should be limited to no 
more than 18 months in any 5-year period. In addition, any proposed subtenant should be screened 
by the Board to ensure that the subtenant’s household meets the applicable Maximum Income. A 
shareholder should check the HDFC’s governing documents and any agreements binding the 
HDFC and/or the property that it owns to determine these restrictions.”.  
The fourth rule is a flip tax, this rule helps prevent people from purchasing these units for 
investment purposes or profit searching individuals. The rules state, “The sales of apartments in 
almost all HDFC cooperatives are subject to a “flip tax.” This means that, when a shareholder sells 
his or her apartment, the sale profits must be divided between the selling shareholder and the Board 
(and, in some cases, the City). A shareholder should check the corporate governing documents, 
any agreements binding the HDFC and/or the property that it owns, the proprietary lease from the 
cooperative, and the share certificate to determine whether such a “flip tax” applies and the 
applicable allocation of profits”. The flip tax is set at thirty/seventy, meaning that the profits from 
every sale are split, thirty percent to the co-op board or city and seventy percent to the owner of 
the seller.  
The fifth rule is the, Fiduciary Responsibility of the Board Members. The law states, 
“Board Members (Directors) are legally obligated to act in the best interests of the HDFC and its 
shareholders. Directors are volunteer positions; property managers are paid. If a Director is being 
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paid, it should be for management work that the Director is performing for the corporation, such 
as collecting rents, paying bills, supervising the janitor, or going to court on behalf of the HDFC. 
Directors should not be receiving payment for any other reason. In all cases there should be 
volunteer Directors who supervise the work of the manager. Most HDFCs have a partial tax 
exemption placing a cap on the taxable value of the units. In most cases, this partial tax exemption 
significantly lowers real estate taxes on the property. The resolutions that grant these exemptions 
stipulate that this exemption is effective only as long as the project is owned and operated by an 
HDFC that complies with the requirements of Article XI. HPD may revoke the exemption if the 
property is not owned and operated in accordance with the applicable requirements.” This section 
is to assure board members will always act in the best interest of the people that live in the HDFC.  
The concluding section is, Restrictions on Selling a Building Owned by an HDFC. This 
protects the building from being sold to a private entity or buyers that will take it out of being an 
HDFC. Although it’s possible it’s almost impossible to take building out of HDFC. The law states 
“Article XI restricts the ability of an HDFC to convert its building to a market rate cooperative, 
condominium or rental project. In 2015, the New York State Attorney General published a 
guidance document outlining the legal restrictions on converting an HDFC to a market rate 
project.”   
The original goal was to provide affordable housing and save a deteriorating housing stock 
that was being foreclosed and demolished. Today HDFC Co-Ops make up three percent of the 
cities’ housing stock. A nonprofit organization that helps HDFC Co-Ops with poor finances 
survive in today’s market says, “The vast majority of people in HDFCs are not interested in 
flipping them for market prices” and “They want to preserve them as low-income properties for 
members of their own families”.  
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The population of the units today is an aging one. Most of the people that originally moved 
into the units are still in the units. While a recent study by the National Association of Home 
Builders states that the average time a homeowner stays in their home in United States is 
approximately 13 years, individuals that own HDFCs stay well over 20. This means that many 
units are becoming vacant and a new wave of buyers are entering the market. One of the key issues 
is the many obstacles new buyers must go through. In order to live in one of the HDFC’s 
individuals still need to save up the initial down payment. This can be difficult when the many 
units still going for well over half a million dollars.  
The problem is that the market it is serving a specific group that are working jobs that do 
not pay a lot but have a lot of liquid assets, this can be from families of old property. NYCHPD, 
does not feel that this is the market HDFC’s were originally made to serve. To fix this, they are 
creating additional regulation that they hope will help. The new agreement must be voted on by 
the board, and since the board is obligated to do what is best for the tenants of the building, they 
are inclined to vote in favor of the new regulation or prove how the regulation is bad for tenants. 
HDP states that if a coop refuses to sign the new regulatory agreement “HPD will ask City Council 
to pass a resolution that would end the “DAMP cap” partial tax exemption that many HDFC coops 
currently have and offer a new and more generous tax exemption for HDFCs that enter into the 
new Regulatory Agreement. With the exception of HDFCs that currently have a Regulatory 
Agreement, any HDFC that does not sign the new Regulatory Agreement would no longer receive 
the current DAMP cap exemption”. The next big section of the new agreement is in regard to 
selling, “Under the new Regulatory Agreement, shareholders can sell their apartments at prices 
specified in a chart attached to the Regulatory Agreement that are affordable to households earning 
up to 110% of Area Median Income (AMI). AMI is set annually by the U.S. Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development. In 2016, this corresponds to approximately $286,000 for a 
studio, $348,000 for a one-bedroom apartment, $412,000 for a two bedroom, $477,000 for a three 
bedroom, and $540,000 for a four bedroom”. The buyers will also be limited on the amount of 
assets they are allowed to have. “While the income limit is set at 120% AMI (see: “How will this 
affect what I can sell my apartment for?”), Household assets have to be at or below 175% AMI for 
the year the household is purchasing the apartment. This number does not include retirement 
savings accounts”. This rule will play a key role in lowering the price of the units. The only eligible 
buyers will be individuals with a much lower down payment.  HPD gives their reason stating, “We 
have seen a number of people coming into buildings who do not make a lot of money at the time 
of purchase, but who have a lot of money and assets available to them. According to the law 
governing HDFC coops, their purpose is to provide housing for low-income people. Assets are a 
key part of an individual’s finances and should be taken into consideration in determining 
eligibility to purchase HDFC coop units. The concluding section of the new agreement will have 
a big effect on the limit of time the apartment can be rented. New regulation states, “you may only 
sublet for 18 months, cumulative, in a five-year period. This keeps the property from being an 
investment property and promotes owner occupancy.  
Both forms of mixed income housing that was seen in NYCHA’s new developments as 
well as HDFC CO-OP financing are both useful tools when it comes to trying to develop affordable 
housing. This paper will look at Via Verde, a Public Private Partnership between a private 
developer and the City’s publicly owned land to create a housing development that is held as the 




History of VIA Verde  
One of the 
most successful 
PPP’s in affordable 




by Phipps Houses 
and Jonathan Rose 
Companies, Via 
Verde (the “Green 
Way”) is a 222-unit affordable housing development in the Melrose section of the South Bronx. 
The project, completed in 2012, was designed as a model for healthy and sustainable urban living. 
Via Verde grew out of two international design competitions that were part of the New Housing 
New York (NHNY) Legacy Project to create a new standard for affordable housing design. The 
2004 NHNY Design Ideas Competition, sponsored by American Institute of Architects New York 
(AIANY) in partnership with New York City Council and the City University of New York, 
solicited design concepts for three sites. An exhibit and public programming supported by the 
National Endowment for the Arts, showcased selected entries at AIANY’s Center for 
Architecture” (Burner). Today, Via Verde is held as a prime example of the highest standard for a 
successful PPP in regard to real estate and affordable housing. New affordable housing 
developments are referred to as the “next Via Verde". 
Figure 7: Via Verde 
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Developers Jonathan Rose of Jonathan rose companies and Adam Weinstein of Phipps 
Houses worked together to submit a BID to New York Cities RFP for Via Verde. The goal of the 
project was to create affordable housing in the South Bronx. The site was 1.5 acre on a brownfield 
and was in one of the city’s poorest neighborhoods. The project was completed in 2012, only four 
years after the great housing crisis the affected the entire United States.  
The project was submitted as a BID to the “New Housing New York Legacy Project 
Competition”  that was developed by the New York City Department of Housing and Preservation, 
The New York City chapter of the American Institute of Architects, the New York State Energy 
Research and Development Authority and the Enterprise Foundation. The competition’s mission 
included, “Foresting innovative design solutions to the city’s pressing housing production 
problems, addressing affordability, sustainability, transferability and viability. Demonstrating 
methods to lower lifetime building cost and advancing healthy, livable, affordable, well-designed 
housing.” (ULI) 
Financing 
The development was built on city owned land but developed by private companies. The 
city owned land was a brownfield and required environmental remediation, this drove up cost. 
“Like most affordable housing developments, Via Verde made use of multiple layers of financing- 
grants, loans, tax credits, and other funding mechanisms from a total of 19 public, private and 
nonprofit funding sources.” (ULI) 
The project was financed in two parts, one half was co-op and the other half was rental. 
The total cost of the project was $98.8 million. The New York City Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development conveyed the private developer for $1 in order to subsidize the 
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affordability. “Nearly $32 million was required for development of the 71 units of co-op housing, 
which is designated for middle-income households. Construction of this portion was financed 
through taxable bonds from the New York City Housing Development Corporation- floated during 
construction with a JP Morgan Chase line of credit- along with subsidies from HDC, HPD, the 
Bronx borough president’s office, and NYSERDA.” (ULI)  
Approximately $66.8 million in funding was requiered to develop the remining 151 renal 
units. This portion of the project was designated for low-income housing. “Finacing included 
taxable bonds from HDC (floated durring construction with a JP Morgan Chase line of credit), 9 
percent federal low-income housing tax credits (LIHTCs), and LIHTCs from both New York State 
Homes and Community Renewal and HPD. Subsidies were provided by HDC, HPD, the Federal 
Home Loan Bank of New York Affordable Housing Program and NYSERDA. For the rental 
Figure 8: Via Verde Site Map 
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component, the developer provided $1 million in equity at the time of construction, plus $4.76 
million in equity as a deferred development fee, which was returned to the developer when  
permanent 
financing was 
secured.” (ULI)  
The chart 
on the left breaks 
down the 
financing sources 
for the Via Verde. 
A total of $31, 
963.096 went to 
co-op units. A 
total of $66, 852, 
986 went to the 
rental units. This 
tells us that it cost 
approximately $442,000 to build each rental unit and approximately $450,000 do build each co-
op unit.  The cost for the co-op units separated into four main costs. Hard costs with a total of 
$24,261,401. The Acquisition cost at $48,873, soft costs at $6,152,822 and the development fee at 
$1,500,000. The rental units included hard cost at $49,364,599, acquisition cost at $177,880, soft 





 A total of 88% of the land was used for actual buildings while the remaining 12% was 
kept as open space. The project included differences in the number of units between rentals and 
co-ops. The co-op units do not include studio apartments, but the rental units do. This could be 









History of Eagle P3  
The Eagle 
P3 project is a $2.2 
billion capital 
project comprised 
of federal funds, 
RTD sales tax 
bonds and private 
equity from the 
concessionaire team. The private equity came from a large group of private companies that have 
joined together and labeled the Denver Transit Partners. Eagle P3 received a $1.03 billion Full 
Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) from the Federal Transit Administration on Aug. 31, 2011.  
The two key organizations that allow the creation of the Eagle P3, is the Denver Transit 
Partners and the Regional Transportation District. The Regional Transportation District or more 
commonly known RTD, was created in 1969. It was created as the regional authority operating 
public transit services in eight out of the twelve counties in the Denver-Aurora-Boulder Combined 
Statistical Area in Colorado (and area created by the United States Office of Management and 
Budget). It operates over a 2,340-square-mile (6,100 km2) area, serving 2.87 million people. RTD 
is governed by a 15-member, publicly elected Board of Directors. Directors are elected to a four-
year term and represent a specific district of about 180,000 constituents. 
The Denver Transit Partners, more commonly referred to as DTP is comprised of several 
organizations including Fluor Enterprises, Denver Rail (Eagle) Holdings, Inc. John Laing plc, 
Figure 9: Eagle P3 Light Rail 
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Aberdeen Infrastructure Investments, Balfour Beatty Rail Inc, Ames Construction and HDR. DTP 
was awarded the contract on July 9, 2010.  This relationship between the public and private sector 
is known a PPP or Public Private Partnership.  
RTD defines a public-private partnership (P3) is an innovative financing and project 
delivery method in which a public entity partners with the private sector on a public infrastructure 
project. The private team invests its own money through borrowing or equity and assumes much 
of the risk associated with a project. This allows the public entity to spread out large upfront costs 
while preserving public cash for use in the early construction years of a project. Compared to the 
earlier definition of Public Private Partnerships, the RTD definition is a much more directed 
towards infrastructure development.  
The Eagle P3 Project selected its partners through a competitive procurement process. The 
RTD titles these partners as “concessionaires” that were selected through the procurement process. 
The selected companies fall under one concessionaire known as the, “Denver Transit Partners” 
(DTP). DTP is defined as a special purpose company owned by Fluor Enterprises, Uberior 
Investments and Laing Investments. Other leading firms involved in the team include Ames 
Construction, Balfour Beatty Rail, Hyundai-Rotem USA, Alternative Concepts Inc., Fluor/HDR 
Global Design Consultants, PBS&J, Parsons Brinckerhoff, Interfleet Technology, Systra, Wabtec 
and others. 
The model of the contract is a DBOMF (Design, Build, Operate, Maintain and Finance). 
The DTP oversees all aspects for the University of Colorado (A) Line, Gold (G) Line, Commuter 
Rail Maintenance Facility and Northwest Rail (B) Line Westminster segment. RTD will also make 
construction payments during the design/build phase. The payments will be capped amounts 
payable based on progress achieved. The annual payments for “federal project” and monthly 
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payments for locally funded projects components. Service availability payments during operation 
and maintenance will be indexed over concession term and adjustable based on performance.   
Looking into the key factors that made the Eagle P3 work, it’s important to remember what 
makes these systems work, not just functionality but from the public sector wants and needs as 
well. Earlier in the paper we discussed how light rail can be more expensive and is not always the 
best solution from a functionality and cost point of view What we found was that the public leans 
more towards light rail and a stigma exists around buses. For this reason, when speaking to the 
comptroller of RTD, Douglas Macleod the first question I felt was necessary to ask was “Why 
does Denver need this?” he began to explain that vast amount of space that RTD covers. The 
Regional Transportation District benefits 2.92 million people in a 2,342 square mile district serves 
eight counties. They are Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Jefferson, Adams, Arapahoe, Douglas, 
Weld. The RTD has a fifteen-member Board of Directors that are elected for four year terms. The 
mission of RTD which is listed on their website is to “meet the constituents’ present and future 
public transit needs by providing safe, clean, reliable, courteous, accessible, and cost-effective 
service throughout the district.” (RTD) Thy are also responsible for dedicated service to the public 
to meet their public needs for a transit agency, connect with community and take them from point 
A to point B safely, on time and in clean and accessible vehicles, prioritize to offer the best 
customer service and satisfy riders, they also claim to work continuously to improve their services 
and that they listen to suggestions and address concerns because the public’s voice matters, as well 
as committed to providing an affordable service to their customers.(RTD) The overall message 
behind their mission is that they want to be the best transit system they can be. At the same time it 
sounds like a few of these missions could overlap and many really on a subjective idea of “good” 
and “affordable”. The service of the RTD systems serve forty municipalities in six counties plus 
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two additional county jurisdictions. The service area spans a total of 2,342 square miles, it also 
includer 120,116 regular fixes-route scheduled miles on weekdays and 44,368,116 miles of annual 
fixed route service miles. The system includes 9,077 bus stops with 80 separate park-n-rides that 
hold a total of 31,117 parking spots. RTD includes 172 fixed routes that divide into 9 rail, 124 
local, 16 limited, 16 regional, 3 skyride and 5 that divide into Free MallRide, Free MetroRide, Art 
Shuttle, HOP, and Senior Shopper). RTD includes a number of special services including Access-
a-Ride, BroncoRide, BuddRide, Call-n-Ride, CU, CSU football games, Race for the Curve, 
RockiesRide, RunRide, SeniorRide and Vanpool.  
All these special services help the people in the area. RTD does seem to try to reach as 
many people as possible. For instance, the Vanpool option is described on the website with the 
following, “Vanpooling could be your solution. If you travel 15 miles or more each way on your 
commute, you may want to gather the troops (your coworkers and friends within your route) and 
start a vanpool today. Vanpools give access to a van for 5-15 people (from a 7-passenger minivan 
to a 15-passenger full-size van), complete with insurance, maintenance and fuel. And you split the 
costs between all members of your vanpool, saving you money and keeping stress levels low. If 
you don’t know anyone in your area with a similar commute for vanpooling, let Way to Go help 
you. “(RTD) Essentially Vanpool is a car pooling system that RTD helps maintain so that anyone 
living within the service area should be serviced. Another one of their personalized services for 
individuals that live in areas further away from transit is the Call-n-ride system. The RTD website 
describes as “a personalized bus service that travels within select RTD service areas. Book online 
or call and you can connect to bus routes, Park-n-Rides, rail stations or to work, school and 
appointments. Call-n-Ride is a shared ride. Reservations are available on a first-come, first-serve 
basis.” (RTD) Riders can call and make a reservation and the system will provide them with an 
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estimated pickup time of when the bus will arrive. This is just another way that RTD is trying to 
service everyone it can.  
While speaking to Douglas Macleod, he also mentioned how although light rail is receiving 
a lot of attention, the majority of RTD is bus. He stated that it breaks down into 60 percent bus and 
40 percent rail. RTD hold a total of 1,023 buses. RTD owns and operates 590 of the buses and 434 
are leased to private carriers.  When it comes to ridership data, it does appear that the numbers are 
slightly lowering over the years, in 2013 a total number of 104,932,002 annual boarding occurred, 
by the year 2015 that number has come down to 101,297,072. This does not necessarily mean that 
there are less people riding RTD services. It could also mean that the services that have been 
growing have allowed some of the population to take less public transport. An individual who had 
to take a bus and light rail perhaps only has to take the Vanpool service or the Call-n-Ride service.  
 This shows that RTD does want to do what is best for its customers and is constantly trying 
to improve services and make a better experience for its riders. Looking into the Eagle P3 we can 
assume that because RTD is the entity involved, the end goal is to provide better service for its 
riders.  
The project is separated into four sections. The East Rail line “a 22.8-mile electric 
commuter rail corridor between Denver’s Union Station and Denver International Airport that 
passes through east Denver and Aurora, and includes stations at 38th & Blake, 40th & Colorado, 
Central Park, Peoria, and 40th Ave & Airport Blvd & Gateway Park and 61st and Pena. The line 
name is officially the University of Colorado A Line. This line opened on April 22, 2016.” The 
Gold Line, “an 11.2-mile electric commuter rail corridor between Union Station and Ward Road 
in Wheat Ridge that will pass through northwest Denver, Adams County and Arvada, and include 
intermediate stations at 41st Fox, Pecos Junction, Clear Creek Federal, 60th & Sheridan Arvada 
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Gold Strike, Olde Town 
Arvada, Arvada Ridge and 
Wheat Ridge Ward. The 
name will change to 
the G Line”, the Northwest 
Rail Line “a 6.2-mile first 
segment running between 
Union Station and 
Westminster Station near 
72nd Avenue and Federal 
Boulevard. This line is 
officially name 
the B Line. This line opened July 25, 2016. And the Commuter Rail Maintenance Facility or 
(CRMF) that is located at 5151Fox St., where while a serving the food for FastTrack’s commuter 
rail corridors will be repaired, cleaned and stored. The project is separated into two separate phases 
as well. Phase one will consist of the acquisition of the property, East Rail Line from downtown 
Diver to Denver International Airport. Commuter Rail Maintenance Facility and Control Center, 
Electric Multiple Unit (EMU) Vehicles, Electric Systems at Denver Union Station. The second 
phase consists of the hold line to Arvada and Wheat Ridge as well as the First segment of the 
Northwest Rail line to South Westminster. The project was originally schedules to be complete by 
2016. RTD wanted to release the Request for Proposals in 2009, then in 2010 with the final 
proposals received, RTD’s Board of Directors would select the Denver Transit Partners as the 
team. In 2011, $1.03 billion federal grants were awarded and in 2016, the project opened with 
Figure 10: Eagle P3 Map 
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launch of the University of Colorado A Line on April 22 and the B line opened on July 25, 2016.  
While interviewing Douglas I asked him what was taking so long for the Gold line to open. He 
stated that there was a small issue with the positive train control and the gate time was taking too 
long. The Federal Railroad Administration or FRA, hasn’t approved before they can open. Once 
they get approval from the FRA, they will be able to open the final portion of the Eagle P3. 
Financials  
The first and largest financing tool for the Eagle P3 is the $1.03Billion Full Funding Grand 
Agreement by the Federal Transit Administration. The Federal Transit Administration states that 
“FFGAs are authorized under Federal transit law and are the designated means for providing new 
starts funds to projects with a Federal share of $25 million or more. An FFGA establishes the terms 
and conditions for Federal financial participation in a new starts project; defines the project; sets 
the maximum amount of Federal new starts funding for a project; covers the period of time for 
completion of the project; and facilitates efficient management of the project in accordance with 
applicable Federal statutes, regulations, and policy. Within the limits of law, an FFGA provides 
assurance and predictability of Federal financial support for a new starts project while strictly 
limiting the amount of that Federal financial support.” (FTA).  
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The private sector financing was for a total of $450 million dollars.  The “REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION DISTRIC (COLORADO) TAX-EXEMPT PRIVATE ACTIVITY BONDS 
(DENVER TRANSIT PARTNERS EAGLE P3 PROJECT), SERIES 2010 (CO) bonds allowed 
RTD to acquire $450 million dollars of private financing. The image above shows information 
regarding the bonds that were issued under the project. The interest we be payable semi-annually 
on January 15 and July 15 of each year, commencing on January 15, 2011, until maturity or prior 
redemption. The bonds have coupon rates that range from five percent to six point five percent. 
The interest rate and term of the bond is dependent on several factors. The bonds pay an interest 
rate for a certain period of time. Generally, interest rates rise as the term increases. The rates are 
fixed from the time they were issued but bond rates can fluctuate over time. Interest rates generally 
decrease with weak economic news. Rates generally increase when the economy is doing well. 
Rates go up because there is a concern for potential inflation.  The main players when issuing the 
bond are the issuer, the underwriter, the trustee and the lawyers. In the case of the Eagle P3 the 
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issuer by RTD (Regional Transportation District). Although it is the one issuing the bonds it is not 
the one covering the debt. The debt is being covered by the Denver Transit Partners. The 
underwriters are Barclays Capital and BofA Merrill Lynch. The trustee is the Bank of New York 
Mellon Trust Company. It was rated by Fitch Ratings; the rating agencies must always provide an 
external review. Fitch Ratings gave it a BBB+, this could be because a government entity is 
involved. Although it isn’t backed by the government, knowing the government is involved gives 
a bit more security to investors. For projects that are usually owned or controlled by private entities.  
The bonds are “Private Activity Bonds” meaning that they are issued for private benefit. 
These types of bonds are issued for certain kinds of projects that have a public good related to 
them. Different types of private activity bonds include multifamily rental housing, airport facilities, 
transportation facilities, stadiums, qualified industrial developments and qualified student loans. 
These bonds do contain limitations such as a volume cap on a per person basis as well as a 
minimum of $305 million per state. Private Activity Bonds also require a public hearing, so people 
can voice opinions and know where the tax payer’s money is going. This can raise issues when 
dealing with sensitive projects.  
The bonds are tax exempt, meaning that an individual does not need to pay taxes on the 
interest that is earned on the bond. This is due to a case dating back to 1895, “Pollock v. Farmers 
Loan and Trust Company”. The Supreme Court found that this type of taxation is unconstitutional. 
Later in 1913, the Supreme Court passed the sixteenth amendment and changed the tax system 
to be income based. The bonds that are used for the Eagle P3 are tax exempt meaning that you 
do not have to pay federal income tax on the interest gained. 
The bonds also include three types of redemptions. Optional Redemption, Mandatory 
Redemption and Extraordinary Redemption.  Optional redemption states that “On July 15, 2020 
and on any date thereafter, the Issuer, at the direction of the Company, may redeem the Series 2010 
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Bonds prior to maturity, in whole or in part, and if in part by lot within the maturity or in whole 
selected by the Company, at a redemption price of par plus accrued interest to, but not including, 
the dated fixed for redemption.”  Mandatory Redemption “The Series 2010 Bonds that are Series 
2010 Term Bonds will be subject to mandatory sinking fund redemption prior to maturity on the 
dates set forth herein at a redemption price of par plus accrued interest to, but not including, the 
date fixed for redemption.” The Extraordinary Redemption which can break down into either 
“Unspent Series 2010 Bonds Proceeds” or “Concession Agreement Termination payment” which 
occurs when “the Company receives a lump sum payment of any of the following types of 
“Termination Compensation” under the Concession Agreement: RTD Default Amount, 
Concessionaire Default Amount, FM Termination Amount.” The bonds are Limited Obligation 
Bonds, meaning they have some set criteria that must be met in order them to be paid back. The 
bond statements say “except for revenues provided pursuant to the Loan Agreement as described 
in the following sentence, the Owners of the Series 2010 Bonds may not look to any revenues of 
the issuer for repayment of the Series 2010 Bonds. The only sources of repayment of the Series 
2010 Bonds are revenues provided by the Company to the Issuer pursuant to the Loan Agreement 
and the Security Interest that are part of the Trust Estate. The Series 2010 Bonds do not constitute 
an indebtedness of the Issues or a multi-fiscal year obligation of the Issuer with the meaning of 
any provisions of the State Constitution or the laws of the State.”   
The redemption portion of the bond is broken down in two parts, Optional Redemption and 
Mandatory Sinking Fund Redemption. The Optional Redemption states that “On January 15, 2020 
and on any date thereafter, the Issuer, at the direction of the company, may optionally redeem the 
Series 2010 Bonds prior to the applicable scheduled maturity, in whole or in part, and if in part, 
by lot within such maturities as selected by the Company, with funds provided by the Company, 
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at a redemption price of par plus accrued interest to, but not including the redemption date.” The 
second redemption is the Mandatory Sinking Fund Redemption. The bond statement states that 
“on January 15, 2030, January 15, 2034 and January 15, 2041 will be subject to mandatory sinking 
fund redemption prior to maturity in the aggregate principle amounts and, on the dates, set forth 






















The image below is a flow chart that shows how Denver Transit Partners separated the 
DBOMF contract. The Denver Transit Partners separate internally into two sections. The “Denver 
Transit Systems” that take care of the Design/Build portion of the contract and the “Denver Transit 
Operators” that take care of the Operate and Maintain portion of the contract. Both organizations 





 The fact that these bonds are shield from taxes and provide a steady source of income 
makes them low risk. At the same time risk always exist and the following set of factors are what 
makes these bonds risky. The first consideration is the fact that they are limited obligations. They 
are only required to be paid back if the criteria discussed earlier is met. The second factor is the 
fact that the bonds are to a single purpose entity. The risk here is due to the fact that the Denver 
Transit Partners is not a long-standing organization with a long-standing record of paying back 
bond holders. They are a private entity that was created for the sole purpose of the Eagle P3. At 
the same time while we know the history and financial records of the companies that make up this 
private entity, risk exist in the unknown of this newly formed organization. The following factor 
is the Sales Tax consideration. Service Payments and Termination Payments are being paid 
thorough sales tax revenues that RTD will receive. This means that payment of the bonds are 
dependent on how many people actually use the system. This can trickle down to several factors 
such as economic condition and legal issues. If the market isn’t doing well less people are using 
RTD, then less money will be available to pay back the bond holders. The district sales tax is also 
subject to change by the General Assembly and the voters. If the voters or the general assembly 
want to change anything at all regarding the district sales tax, it will most likely have a negative 
effect of the bond holders. Another risk factor is RTDs other obligations. RTD has other 









Transportation “Eagle P3” 
 
 To determine the operating quality of the light rail, I will be evaluating the planned 
schedule for the two operating lines and comparing them to the actual arrival times. The chart in 
the beginning of the report shows the planned time scheduled as well as the time I recorded while 
riding the light rail. The time planned, and the actual time were identical. This has to do with the 
fact that the train’s planned time aren’t printed once every few months or years like other cities. 
Instead the time is updated daily, every twenty-four hours, the planned schedule that RTD is 
updated, allowing passengers to check their phone or online and see exactly what time the train 
will arrive. A miniscule variance of one and sometimes two minutes occurred on the A line. The 
B line ran exactly as planned. This tells us that the light rail is operating well as planned.  
In order to understand if the people on the light rail enjoyed their ride, I was able to ask 
riders for their opinion on the transit system. I was able to speak to twenty-five riders that were 
waiting for the A line at Union Station. Most of the riders had usual complaints about commutes 
to and from work, “can’t always get a seat” and “the trains delay”. Fortunately, when I rode the 
light rail, I did not sit through any delays.   
Another benefit to the public that I noticed was that every station came equipped with 
arrival clocks, letting people know how many minutes away the train is. This has been proven to 
reduce stress and make rides more enjoyable. Professor Edgar Elisa Osuna wrote a paper titled 
“The Psychological Cost of Waiting”. In his paper he states “train schedules in some rapid transit 
and railroad stations. The common feature in these and the previous examples is the assumption 
that by merely informing the individual sometime in advance about the time he will be served, the 
psychological stress and anxiety associated to waiting is reduced. The present study provides 
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theoretical support to this assumption and provides insights for the design of appropriate policies 
in this regard.” (E. Osuna)  
With the positive outcome of the arrival times, the positive feedback from the public and 
the good design and infrastructure that thinks about the public, it is an example of how the result 
of the Eagle P3 is a success. The final step is to review the fiscal state of RTD with the Eagle P3 
project.  
Looking into RTD’s financials, the organization has done very well at reporting 
information. In late 2010 the organization started a Fiscal Sustainability Task Force. The purpose 
of the organization is to make recommendations describing opportunities for improving overall 
efficiency and bringing in more revenue. A report published in March 2017, detailed the progress 
of the task force and the long-term goals that RTD is set to push forward moving into the future. 
Past recommendations that have been completed included Removing the Volatility from Sales and 
Use Tax Projections. “RTD contracted with the University of Colorado, Leeds School of Business 
– Business Research Division (Leeds) to provide sales and use tax forecasts beginning in 2011.” 
(RTD) Another accomplished recommendation by the task force was regarding service 
optimization, “Service optimization was recommended by the Task Force and implemented with 
Board approval in order to match services provided with available funding sources. Service 
modifications were brought forward to accommodate the new FasTracks lines opening in 2016 
and we will continue to assess service optimization.” (RTD). The task force also reviewed fund 
balance policies, the report stated “RTD implemented a fund balance policy with a target level of 
three months of operating expenses for both the Base System and FasTracks.” (RTD) The task 
force recommended the use of tax exemptions as well. As a result RTD “providing a benefit to 
RTD during difficult economic conditions when the state implements exemption changes. In 
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addition, exemption parity removes the complexity to vendors of RTD having different taxable 
items than the state.” (RTD) This is a key factor that allowed more public private partnerships. 
One of the ongoing recommendations found in the report is regarding partnerships and 
privatization. The report states “The Task Force described this recommendation as a broad area 
that could include items such as privatizing routes and administrative and operational functions to 
reduce expenses. These have included the lease of the DUS historic building, IGAs for 
improvements to US36 and the East Line, as well as TOD activities. RTD continues to look for 
partnership and privatization opportunities on an ongoing basis.” (RTD) This tells us that the task 
force finds it profitable to use PPPs.  
As for RTDs ongoing financials, the fiscal report from 2016 stated the ongoing cost of the 
Eagle P3 and the fiscal responsibility that RTD must keep up. The fiscal report states that RTD 
will make scheduled construction payments to DTP (Denver Transit Partners) each year from 2011 
through 2017. RTD will however assume ownership of the Eagle P3 project elements as they are 
constructed.  After construction RTD will continue to make scheduled payments on principal and 
interest to DTP from 2017 through 2044. The Eagle P3 agreement includes a provision whereby, 
“upon project completion and placement in service, DTP will operate and maintain the Eagle P3 
Project during the period 2016 through 2044 for which RTD will make service payments. (RTD 
Fiscal Report) 
Affordable Housing “Via Verde” 
 When determining the success of using public private partnerships to develop affordable 
housing, I evaluated the success of Via Verde. I evaluated the success my determining if the units 
were truly affordable and if the building can manage itself financially and not foreclose or begin 
to fall apart because of lack of funds of proper maintenance.     
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 The results showed that the financing was structured in a way that didn’t put a strain on the 
public sector and still allows the private developers to profit. A report from the Urban Land 
Institute claims the development changes the way we see affordable housing and sets a new 
standard. The report also stated the new image of high rise affordable housing thanks to Via Verde. 
The image of high-rise affordable housing had been ruined and many developers stayed away after 
the complicated past with high-rise public housing. The report later stated “One criticism of the 
development is how to replicate a project like Via Verde without the level of financial support it 
received. Resources for affordable housing are even tighter now than when Via Verde was 
developed, and a new project would need to identify new funding sources. The success of Via 
Verde raises the bar for affordable housing nationwide. Based on the project’s success, HPD is 
already demanding higher-quality development on city-owned land.” (ULI) This tells us that the 














 Both case studies showed us a number of important factor to consider when entering 
into a public-private partnership. One of the most important is to focus on strengths and try to 
develop on the skills that one sector has. The public sector has the ability to enter the bond market 
and raise capital as well as the ability to exist for a long period of time unlike private sector 
industries that exist in a riskier environment. The private sector on the other hand is more agile 
when it comes to adapting and changing to meet needs. The private sector has the ability to work 
quickly and more efficiency compared to the public sector.   
Public-Private Partnerships in the affordable housing sector can take on several different 
forms. As we’ve seen, many times the government has the ability to provide tools to help private 
developers generate affordable housing. We have also seen how the private sector can adapt and 
team up with several different private companies to meet demand and accomplish a goal. All the 
tools that the public sector creates, such as 421A and LIHTC (Low Income Housing Tax Credit) 
are useful for generating affordable housing in New York City.  
Looking into the transportation side with the Eagle P3 project, one of the most important 
lessons learned is the ability to mitigate risk by shifting risk to the private sector. Creating a 
DBOMF (Design, Build, Operate, Maintain and Finance) contract, allows the public sector to take 
control of the project and still allows the public sector to hold resources and power. The public 
sector continues to be the owners of the project but the private sector companies are the ones doing 
the work and taking the risk. This additional risk comes with added benefits for the private sector, 
such as larger contracts and more government type partnerships that other smaller cities or 
government agencies might not have been able to accomplish on their own. 
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Conclusion and Recommendation 
The examples suggest that a Public Private Partnership can be a useful tool to help a public 
agency accomplish its goal with the help of the private sector. Affordable Housing and 
Transportation are two of the biggest issues most cities face. The ability to tap into private money 
through proper financial structuring and asset management can generate successful public private 
partnerships, where the public sector can obtain the service it needs to provide to city dwellers and 
the private sector can profit.   
 When it came to affordable housing, creating large scale affordable housing developments 
such as the Via Verde, allowed the public sector to obtain more affordable housing and allowed 
the private sector to profit from the development. Much stipulation still exists on weather or not it 
was possible just because of good timing with the market. This is most likely a contributing factor 
to the success of the Via Verde, the ability to use the drop in the market helped the company.  This 
research also showed other forms of assistance through the public sector to help private sector 
development. Although it is not exactly a partnership, it is an interaction between the public and 
private sector that generates more affordable housing as well as profits for developers. These tax 
credits also help diversify the world of developers and home owners, allowing lower income home 
owners and developers to obtain housing. Affordability needs to reach a spectrum of individuals 
and that does not always mean the most in need. Several FHA mortgage insurances exist to help 
individuals who are living pay check to paycheck but a home with as little as three percent down 




 My recommendations for the future would be that the government needs to provide more 
opportunities for affordable housing developers. The government should also stay away from 
trying to build properties and stay more focused on the working with private developers. There is 
also a barrier of entry into the field of affordable housing development mainly because of 
information and education. Many of the tools that exist aren’t widely known, many of the tools 
that were talked about in this paper are not widely known. The government needs to do a better 
job of marketing the tools they have available in order to attract more private development. My 
end recommendation is that the government focuses on what they do best which is providing 
opportunities for developers to create affordable housing rather than going back into the world of 
government build housing. 
 When it comes to transportation, the Eagle P3, although behind schedule because of the 
delay of the G line, has overall proven to be successful. Public and Private sector working together 
has built a light rail that the public approves of and enjoys, and the private sector is profiting from. 
This will have to be looked into further at a future date in order to realize the long term results. 
RTD still must continue making payments and the private sector must keep up with maintenance.  
 My recommendation for the future of public-private partnerships in the world of 
transportation would be to focus on the positives of both the public and private sector and take the 
best of both sides. One of the objectives a government entity must always have when working on 
a transportation related public-private partnership is risk distribution. Government entities should 
try to shift the risk factor to the private sector as much as possible. The public sector can’t afford 
too much risk and are not use to working in a risky environment. On the other hand the private 
sector is use to working in risky environments and is able to adjust quickly when needed compared 
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to government. This is one of the reasons I would like to see more DBOMF contracts in the future. 
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